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in	the	process	of	being	created	and	the	result	
has been that I look at it once, find very little 
information	 I	 need,	 and	 don’t	 remember	 to	
check	back	later,	when	the	resource	has	been	
fully	populated.
Since	 the	 announcement,	we	 have	 taken	
every	 opportunity	 to	 put	 the	wiki	 in	 front	
of	 the	 bibliographers.	 	 For	 example,	 a	mass	
email	announcing	training	sessions	on	a	new	
online	ordering	system	will	include	a	link	to	
screenshots	 posted	 up	 on	 the	wiki.	 	During	
these	 training	sessions,	 I	show	both	 the	new	
ordering	system	and	the	place	in	the	wiki	where	




Also,	when	 there	 is	 a	 new	procedure	 or	
Biz of Acq
from page 68




document	 is	 no	 longer	 the	 newest	 and	most	
relevant	link,	the	star	can	be	removed	or	the	
link	returned	to	its	original	place.
If Not A Wiki, Then What?





leading	 to	miscommunication	 and	 endless	
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In all the fierce debate about open access, there	is	unanimous	agreement	that	whatever	the	means	of	scholarly	communication	in	
the	future	will	be,	it	is	absolutely	essential	that	
peer	review	be	maintained	as	a	core	principle.	
The	 assumption,	 of	 course,	 is	 that	 having	
scholarship	 reviewed	 by	 experts	will	 give	
those	who	access	it	reasonable	assurance	that	
it	meets	the	standards	currently	accepted	by	a	
discipline	 for	 originality,	 conceptual	 clarity,	
responsible	use	of	sources,	proper	application	
of	methods	 of	 analysis,	 logical	 coherence,	
relevance of the evidence adduced to confir-







of	 knowledge	 in	 the	 discipline	 is	what	 that	














remained primarily focused upon, scientific 








editing	 on	 thousands	 of	 scientific	 articles,	
however,	 that	 there	 is	 still	wide	 scope	 for	




that	 the	 text	and	 the	equations	 say	 the	 same	
thing.”	He	also	adds	that	he	checks	“the	basic	
math	 in	 tables,	since	 it’s	amazing	how	often	
scientists	get	the	sums	and	averages	wrong.”)	
For	journals	in	the	humanities	and	social	sci-
ences,	 at	 any	 rate,	 copyediting	 surely	must	
continue	to	play	a	major	role	in	the	process	of	
quality	control.	As	advocates	of	open	access,	
having scored significant victories in the realm 




liberal	 arts	 to	 their	 cause,	 this	 role	 deserves	
more	understanding	and	emphasis	than	it	has	
hitherto	received.
I	 admit	 here	 to	 a	 personal	 bias.	 	 I	 began	
my	 publishing	 career	 in	 1967	working	 at	
Princeton University Press	as	a	copyeditor.	
Even	after	becoming	social	science	editor,	then	
assistant director, and finally editor-in-chief 
there,	 I	 still	 copyedited	manuscripts	 from	
time	to	time	for	the	sheer	enjoyment	of	doing	
so.  And even for the first several years after 















At first, as a beginning editor, I was appalled 
to find so many mistakes in the footnotes of 
even	senior	scholars.	 	I	especially	remember	
an	 expert	 on	Martin Luther	whose	 chapter	
in	an	edited	volume	contained	multiple	errors	












most	memorable	 example	 in	my	 experience	
is	 a	 book	 that	won	 a	Pulitzer Prize	whose	
copyeditor,	I	was	aware,	had	done	a	yeoman’s	
job	of	rewriting	the	work.		I	was	foolish	enough	
to	 have	mentioned	 this	 example,	 naming	
the	 title	 and	 author,	 in	 a	 public	 forum	once	
and	 subsequently	 received	 a	 letter	 from	 the	




matters, I was able to benefit from pro bono 











I	 therefore	marvel	 at	 the	 readiness	 of	 so	
many	advocates	of	open	access,	starting	with	
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it gets treated and refined by accommodating 
copyeditors.	
Maybe	the	faculty	at	Harvard	in	the	arts	
and	sciences,	 and	now	 in	 the	 law	school,	or	
those	who	have	 followed	 suit	 at	Stanford’s 
School of Education	 think	 their	 prose	 is	
beyond	reproach	and	in	need	of	no	such	patch-
ing	and	repairing.		Wrong!		Two	of	the	three	




faculty	 freely	available	on	 the	 Internet	seem	
completely	oblivious	to	this	danger	of	expos-
ing so much bad and error-filled writing.  Now 
they	would	 prefer,	 of	 course,	 to	 have	PDFs	
of the final articles as published mounted on 
Harvard’s	institutional	repository.		But	surely	
they	are	not	naïve	enough	to	think	that	most	
publishers	will	 comply	with	 their	wish,	 at	
the	risk	of	undermining	their	own	businesses	
—	and	I	 include	here	university	presses	and	
society publishers as well as for-profit com-
panies.	 	To	 avoid	 potential	 embarrassment,	














substituting	 payment	 of	OA	 fees,	with	 little	
likelihood	that	the	overall	costs	of	the	system	




teaching	 in	 the	 classroom	or	 simply	 sharing	
knowledge	with	colleagues	around	the	world,	
unedited versions would suffice.  But even at 
this	level	there	are	risks	of	propagating	errors,	





quoted	 them	 correctly.	 	 (My	 correspondent	
who edits articles for science journals confirms 
the	seriousness	of	this	problem:	“Huge	errors	
can	creep	into	the	literature	when	authors	use	
preprint	 [unedited,	 unreviewed]	 versions	 of	






is	 provided	 by	 good	 copyediting	 is	 a	 value	
worth	paying	for,	and	libraries	would	do	well	
to reflect whether their needs as repositories of 
authoritative	knowledge	would	be	well	served	
by	relying	on	anything	but	the	versions	of	ar-
ticles that are in their very final form, suitable 






to	 be	 taught	 responsible	 scholarly	methods,	
and	scholars,	because	they	have	a	professional	
obligation	to	their	peers	to	do	so.




by	Malcolm Wright	and	J. Scott Armstrong	
in	 the	March/April	2008	 issue	of	 Interfaces,	




faces.pdf).  Their first paragraph neatly sum-
marizes	the	nature	and	extent	of	the	problem:	
“The growth of scientific knowledge requires 
the	 correct	 reporting	 of	 relevant	 studies.	
Unfortunately,	 current	 procedures	 give	 little	
assurance	that	authors	of	papers	published	in	
leading	academic	journals	follow	this	practice.	
Instead,	 the	evidence	suggests	 that	 research-
ers	 often	 do	 not	 read	 the	 relevant	 research	
papers.	 	This	manifests	 itself	 in	 two	ways:	
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from page 69













that the rates would be significantly higher 
without	the	intervention	of	copyeditors.
















of	 access	 to	 reliable	 online	 resources	 for	
fact-checking,	 reference-checking,	 and	 even	










directly benefited from it realize.








“knowledge”	 is	 communicated	 clearly	 and	
accurately.  























prices,	as	any	Amazon search will confirm.  The 
availability	of	free	reference	Websites	also	plays	
into	this	rationale.














librarians new to the field as well as students 
may	also	want	to	add	it	to	their	personal	collec-
tions.		
